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Air Force Reserve Response to MDNR comments
on the Richards—Gebaur AFB MO

Draft Remedial Investigation for
North Burn Pit, FTOO2

Oil Saturated Area, SSOO3
Hazardous Waste Drum Storage, SSOO4

POL Storage Yard, STOO5

On page 3, gur- 1, topographic contours, pror.rbly 10 faet or less
should be inc1udd o the Site Location Map. This roque5t-dtea back to a

previous c nttlettet* wbeh s1ed th*t topographic contours b incluced
on ait locatiormnpkend sampling plAn maps. No rcftrenc points at-e
provided on th rii logs or th well con&truction diagrams. This
infornation is esiy to accurately deLermine the 1vation of the top
of bQdrok.

AFRES Response 1: Topographic contours were included on site location maps

and sampling plan maps as requested.

On pagu 4, aotion Situ 9, Oil Saturated Area, 1st paragraph, what
is the numerca1 vl fox the derived cleanup levcl for lead baed on t
U.S. EnvirontIM. P.dec.ion ARency (USZ?A) Recommended MiXiniun
Contaminant v?
AFRES Response 2: The current MCL for lead listed in IRIS is 50 ugh.
However this level is not a health based criterion since it takes into account
technologic and economic feasibility. The maximum contaminant limit goal
(MCLG) for lead (20 ugh) is a health based objective since it does not take
tecimologic feasibility into account. A soil cleanup objective was derived
based on the MCLG for lead . Based on USEPA standard exposure assumptions for
drinking water intake (2 liters per day for 70 years for a 70 kg adult) and
soil ingestion (100 mg/day per day for 70 years for a 70 kg adult), the MCLG
corresponds to a health—based soil cleanup criterion of 400 mg/kg. Using
similar USEPA standard exposure assumptions for children, (drinking water
intake of 1 liters per day for 10 years for a 10 kg child and soil ingestion
of 250 mg/day per day for 10 years for a 10 kg child) the MCLG corresponds to
a health—based soil cleanup criterion of 80 mg/kg.

On page 6, Section 2.Q3, Geology, first paragraph, "8craped" ?ain should
be spelled "crpe4" ?ai.n. Zn the second paragraph of this same seCtion,

only one bozf.g og Xz.cted the pren of sand. th th surfRcc
dposits, sothi tne should bc rewritten to better describe the
bervad con4&tins. Alxo, Allvvial depoita ar located benGa.th and

adjacent to lag iams, not "on" them as written in the ttXt. A

suggested sentene is "Unconsolidated late
Pl.istocene-Roioe itfc deposits consist of residual clay mixed with

chert anda tr.có of aand on th. uplands and .ope areas and thin alluvi&.
d posits £djA.ent It tha larger atreaw."

AFRES Response 3: The spelling of "Scarped" will be corrected. The sentence
has been rewritten to better describe the observed conditions.
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On page 9, Seoti9n 2Q3.l, Stratigrephy, this is a thatough discuasion of
the site strtivaph), but it h.s little relavance to the environmental

problems whih need be addressed in this RI. The upptr7uost bedrock
uit the kgniia nd the Lana, could be better described and
caracter.zed. A eptrat suction should b added to reflect the geologic

and hydrologic ipoattce of these uppermost bedrock units to the overall

geology and y4r ]gi4of the site.

AFRES Response 4: Comment acknowledged. A discussion of stratigraphy is a
congressional requirement under the Department of Defense Environmental
Restoration Program, and has the potential to be relevant to environmental
problems which were to be addressed in this RI. The section has been
incorporated into the geology section of the final RI. Hydrology is discussed
in the next section in the RI on a site—by—site basis due to the scattered
locations of each site.

Mao, in this same s*ction, the Cherokee Group i not only £ clastic
sequence ot vitnumtrous thin cøl beds, but it 6160 00t8iO
fine-graina'd atid argi11*ou liir*ton6.

AFRES Response 5: The Cherokee Group also contains fine—grained micaceous
sandstone and argillaceous limestone. This will be noted in the text.

A general co*nent abc.it 2..03 Geo3ogy is that rio attempt was made in this
s cti.on to describe te Str.tctural Geology of the elton area which is

consider*bly ocxthan e,cpected in areas uridarlRii by
P nnsylvania ' &eCLUse of the poLntial relationship of
structural galy' an4th hydrology of the aree1 this inforuietion should

be includ*d i a addkoral section on the structural geology of the -

Belton araa.

AFRES Response 6: The impact of relevant structural geology to shallow
groundwater movement and shallow subsurface geology is noted in the hydrology
section.

On page 9, Set.on 2.fi4P Soils, first paragraph, according to the Soil
Survey of Jaccson Couty,Hissouri, 1984, by tha SCS, the Sharpsburg soils
series are ma ratlyi drairlftd and the Macksburg eri soils
aomewhat poor.y rat* instead of both &erias bethg poorly drained as

suggested in he .te,c* Also in this same pBragraph the Groenton nd Polo
series soils gre 'not: ueppad on the air baso property, according t.o the
Soil Survey o Jaccsortocinty Discussion of these uericis shotld ba
dletd from he txt

AFRES Response 7: According to the Soil Survey of Jackson, US Soil
Conservation Service, 1984, Sharpsburg soils are moderately well drained as
opposed to being poorly draining. The text has been modified.
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in he scondp*ragp of th above seclion, the range of 1O to
10 Cm/S is ocertc permeability. Less than iC to
greater thn v ecual to LO cm/s is conwidered to be high perTnabi1ity
for gøolôgic

AFRES Response 8: According to Groundwater, by Freeze and Cherry, 1979, Table
2.2, the range of 1OE—3 to 1OE—6 cm/s is moderate permeability for the
geologic materials encountered. This is the most quoted reference by
professional hydrologists belonging to the National Well Water Association.
No changes were made to the text.

On p,e 10,, .gut'e 2, the geologic mapping prsRnted in this igue do
not entiruly gree wi.3 previous t.udies done for this pa1fi or general
area. What i the soir-e o information or this figure? A north arrow

should ba inc,.uad,
AFRES Response 9: The source of the outcrop map used was supplied by a
contractor which reproduced this map in a report, noting their source only as
"Preston, 1984". Since the contractor is no longer in business, a source
verification would be difficult at best. In our research on this topic, we
have reason to believe the outcrop map identified as "Preston, 1984" was
reproduced from; (a) Geologic Map of Missouri, MDNR, Division of Geology and
Land Survey, 1979, or (b) Geology of Jackson County, Missouri Bureau of
Geology and Mines, Volume 14, 2nd series, 1917. The north arrow is present on
the current figure on the right—hand edge of the figure. Richard .3. Gentile
PhD, a recognized expert in Belton geology, confirms this outcrop map in his
study Hydrogeologic Analysis of Richards—Gebaur AFB, MO, 1992.

On page 11, F.gurB. 2-pp Ihis 8oilv map does not agree with the diion
o soils in &$tjo,' 2O4 of this riqiort. Kennebec soii ate shown

incorrect t rte upland area (flightline). They are
dscribd, in, tha to.4 aa alluvi&l oi1s prQnt in the level bottouland
area along The aoilz identified a Kenneba 8hould ba
i.d.ntifled Land cocplex according to the Soil Strvy of
Jackson County, HthsorL. The Uguro ncQd to be corructed.

AFRES Response 10: A type setting error incorrectly coded Macksburg—Urban
Land Complex soils as "N" on the figure. "N" is the Kennebec soil code. "N"
will be corrected to read "N" on figure where Macksburg—Urban Land Complex
soils reside as confirmed by SCS.
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On page 14, Stton 3r01' RQgionai. Hydrog'ology, havi any of the private
wells atiU &i. use nekr the base been sinpled? Ave they any e1ls on the
baae itS1f Which art locked nd no longer in ue which cotild b iaznpled2

AFRES Response 11: Previous studies did not indicate the need to sample
private wells near the base due to the limited quantities/mobility of
contaminants near the sites and complete hydraulic isolation of existing
wells. Previous studies also indicate that contaminants are not migrating
off—base and no private wells are presently threatened with site—related
contamination. Based on previous studies, no off—base sampling of private
wells were accomplished. No on—base wells exist.

On paa 14, $gton 02.1,SLte - North 3urn Pit. Area and Page 16,

Table 3-1., the hkgh iv1s àf lead from ple.a S6S1 and SÔS3 (4140 mg/ks
nd 580 mg/kg vespctLvely) excd won any-use level for 3oil of 238 PP
(partH per

AFRES Response 12: Conversations with MDOH staff concerning their "any—use
levels" revealed that MDOH "any—use levels" are not regulations, have never
been published, and have not been reviewed by a professional peer group, and
are only used internally. MDOH staff stated that MDOH "any—use levels" are
used to place sites exceeding these levels (whether naturally or artificially)
on an in—house registry in order to circumvent future use as school
playgrounds, residential housing, and other situations where MDOH is
consulted. AFRES will register any sites exceeding MDOH any—use levels with
MDOH before the sites are closed or sold. AFRES also has consulted EPA for
recommended cleanup action level for lead in soil. According to EPA (USEPA,
Update on OSWER Soil Lead Cleanup Guidance; #9355.4—02, 29 Aug 91), the
established risk—based soil cleanup level range is 500 — 1000 ppm using the
EPA Uptake Biokinectic (UBK) Model. Since the maximum site concentration (580
ppm) is on the low end of this range, the site meets the cleanup goals
established by USEPA. The Air Force Reserve cannot pursue cleanup activities
at this site without statutory cleanup levels. Additionally, USEPA must agree
with the cleanup level according to the Base Closure Act. This issue may
require resolution with additional correspondence.

On page 14, 5Ction 3.023, Site 1,0 - Hazardous Wite rum Storage Are.
the tatennt La ada that volatile and smivo1atils compounds were a1o
found in tho Labq to, b18.nks. Tb reader is referred to Table 3-3 on
pase 20 and 4psm4x or a iia1yøia of 1boratory blank3. Looking at
the reu1ta f*r S10S6 on pgc 101, which i tha trvsl blank, no coiripotnds

were reported abov* tction limits. ?leie explain which sample i
supposed t ow tha thee cont.,wninants wamu found in laboratory bln1s.
The bi.ank valuø. shouk1so be shown in Thbla 3-3 on pgn 20.

AFRES Response 13: Contractor could not obtain the needed backup data from
laboratory to respond to this comment. Assume the worst—case when evaluating
this data. The site has since been cleaned up, please refer to the site
closure samples which met or exceeded Missouri hazardous waste testing
requirements.
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On page 21, eation 02.4, Site 12; POL Storage ?rd, which 5axnple in

Tabi34 shops ic in thc laborlilory blink?

Sinp1e S12S6 on page 1O5 of Appendix A, a wAter amp1e which s supposed
to be the trav]. b.ai*. ahawa no compounds were found above detection

limits.

AFRES Response 14: Sample S12S4 is the sample in Table 3—4 which shows
bis(2—ethylhexyl)phthalate in the laboratory blank. We agree that sample
S12S6 does not show any compounds found above detection limits. The text was
clarified.

On pg 21, Sectiqn :L02.4, line 7, the word "fron11 s mispelld, More
iznportntly, in line ., th range for chromium i gIven as 23.40 g/k,
This should b corrcd Lo 23-40 mg/kg.

AFRES Response 15: Noted, the corrections were made.

On page 21, S*cLi.ori 3.O3.1., Stc 6, North Burn Pit Area, thQ total lead

concntration ot 0,1k mg/i, 0.20 mg/i, and 0.11 mg/i ind the chromium
levels of 0.1 m/l L.Z9rng/1, nd 0.11 mg/i foind is groundwater s&tnplce
604, 606, and 607. exc MDR any-us. level in water of 50 ppb 9nd 100 ppb
respectively. Ind-dehi.1y, th National Drinking Water Standards (40 CFR
141.11) maximum prmikstb1a concentrations for lead and chromium ar 0.03

mg/i and not ,pOS qta1ed in this paragraph.
at concentrations rangisg from 0.011 mg/i to

0,1 mg/i also' exceed kIDH any-use level in waler of 4 ppb. What wa the
COflCentrO.tiorU in t±e an which enabled you to dateriine that this
compound w commonaboratory artifact? Sample 616, the travel blank
according to Tle show.s no compounds detected above reporting
limits.

AFRES Response 16: Reference response 12 for MDOH's rany_use! levels. The
unfiltered groundwater sample results identified here were turbid and
originated from low—yield monitoring wells. Unfiltered sample results tend to
over—estimate low—yield aquifer concentrations because each result is a
cumulative total of analytes attached to suspended solids and the dissolved
fraction of the analyte (Method dependent). One round of filtered samples was
collected during the second phase Remedial Investigation at this site for
comparison; no analytes were detected above background levels. National
Drinking Water Standard corrections were made. There is no evidence for the
presence of bis(2—ethylhexyl) phthalate (B2EP) in the trip, method, or rinsate
blanks analyzed with the samples. B2EP was included as an indicator compound
in the Risk Assessment. It should be noted that there is no historical
documentation or rumors that indicate the discharge of phthalate compounds at
the North Burn Pit. B2EP is commonly detected as a laboratory contaminant,
and it is very possible the detected concentrations represent laboratory
contamination. Historically, B2EP has been commonly detected as a laboratory
contaminant at this and other laboratories around the country.
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On pa 21, S*tjon 3.O3.2, Site 12, POL Slorage Yard, the benzant
concentratiowo °°°r-.pp is ibov the 5 ppb MDOH any-use lev1 or
vator. Addit&onaliy4chrotni-wu levels rOzn OO7 to 0.37 g/l and lead
levels from O07 to 0ZO mg/i exceed MDOH any-use level in wattr of 100
ppb and 50 pp renpec&ve1y. is(2-ethylhexy1)phthe, dotecthd At
concentrations of 0.0ng/1 and 1.6 in/l also exceed MDOH any-use levl
in water of 4 pplL je: RX determthed that this compound vas a oon
1aboratoy cotainan. Whet was th conoentration in the b1nk which
enabled you to maim t$s detQrmination? Sa.mple 1212, the travel blank
according to ab1e 34 atowa no compot.znds detected abovs reporting
limits. It hoJd ioted that though bariurn does not excoed MDOH
any-use 1evelin te it dOes ecaed th State's maximum contaainant
level før inj c micais (10 CS 6O-.0O) end the State's S4at.r
Qi.iality StndArdi.
AFRES Response 17: The benzene reading which exceeded the Maximum Contaminant
Level (MCL) is from a monitoring well upgradient from the site. The
monitoring well was resampled during a supplemental RI/FS. No benzene was
detected in any of the groundwater samples collected (total of nine monitoring
wells, 4 newly installed). Benzene is known to degrade rapidly in oxygen—rich
environments; it is assumed degradation occurred. Reference response 12 in
this section for a response to MDOH's "any—use'1 levels. Reference response 16
for B2EP comment. Barium was artificially elevated for reasons stated in the
response to comment 16 (confirmed in the second round of sampling). However,
it was noted in the text that detected Barium levels exceed 10 CSR 60—4.030
limits.

On page 28,,S*ction 3 Q4.1, Site 6, North Burn Pit Area, first full
paragraph, "rncr" is aisspel1rd in line 9 and 'impermeable" i miaRpQll*d
ii line 12.' 'hè pa. eflt's geology division does not agraa that

claystons is Shale is not entirely imprmeab1e either
eapacially in this to posibl .joiziting and fracturing.
AFRES Response 18: The intent of the statement is to imply that claystone is
acting characteristically as a hydrologic barrier, due to its lower
permeability, with respect to the overlying limestone. We agree that the use
of the word "impermeable" could be misleading in this instance, and the text
was rewritten.
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On page 36 Sctoi :L06, Site 6 and Site 12 Bydrogeology, second

paragraph. anoa1y" tic mip*1ld in line 4 nd ht.erogeneous'1 i
rnipe1led in the at 1ine The DeparLment geology diviicn does not
sre with t nundng o groundwnLcr being attrib.itd to heteroeneoua
material. A4ardng4 th boring logs, GMW (/604 and GM'4 /,605 are
£creened in tmia.*r glagic con41ton, while CMW (/606 i acreened in
more htrogeneoac tri] than GMS4 1/60/f or Gt' 11605 (i.e.. A thinner

uteatone unfit, o1ytone and sandstonct). An irregular weathered 8tLfce
of the Argntine limütone, or perchtd water, above thi Lane Formation
could be other poil ecp1ziriaLIons for tho anomaly betwctcn tho three
welig.

AFRES Response 19: The contractor agreed that any number of theories could be
championed for interpreting the data. AFRES technical staff theory differs in
that they believe the anomaly was caused by the screening of the chert layer
(8 feet below land surface) which is only screened in GWM6O5. It was assumed
that the chert layer represented the bottom of a perched water table which
filled the well with perched water. In any event, GWM6O5 was drilled out,
plugged and abandoned for this reason to ensure vertical groundwater movement
did not occur. The groundwater table was reassessed after abandonment in the
supplemental RI.

On page 36, Sectiori 3O6, Site 6 and Situ 12 }iydrog8ology, paragraphs 2
and 3, it doza appea that groundwRter movement foUow the topogrnphic
slope arid thLt)age at the two sites based on the Umited
groundwater data.

AFRES Response 20: Agree.

On page 39, ecttar 401, Site f North Burn Pit Ave, M4l was obcrvd to
contain dzttiib1e nylns covide concentrations (37 ug/l). MDOH
any-use lever th.wt 5 ppb. On pagn 40, the itI conc1ude that the
methyleno chi*av6.e c4nenrations dotcettd ware probb1y related to

1abortory cnij oI th ainple8. AERn, what Va1UR in the
laboratory ban3 proipd this decision?

AFRES Response 21: There was no evidence for the presence of methylene
chloride in the trip, method, or rinsate blanks analyzed with the samples.
Nethylene chloride was included as an indicator compound in the Risk
Assessment. It should be noted that samples from the supplemental RI detected
no methylene chloride and no historical documentation or rumors suggest
methylene chloride compounds were stored at this site. Nethylene chloride is
very commonly detected as a laboratory contaminant, and it is very likely the
detected concentration represents laboratory contamination.
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On page 40, Sotion '.O1.l. Extent of Contarnination the sttwtortt is made
th8t tha burn pit ar i not 1}ie Lource of the metals to the grot.indtcr,

since the met.i eoncntration8 upgraditrtt. (GHW 604) and dosengr&dient (G1W
ô07) were sini1ar. Th&s statement i made or page ItS fur Site 12,

'OL StorPgQ rd. M4te thvestlgation is needed to detrxiiine the iource of
the metau in groundtv. One plausible explanaLion is that the mtals
contamination represent a more widespraad problem caused by years of

£pilla.

AFRES Response 22: This site is an unlikely candidate for industrial
activities (spills) due to its remote location next to a runway. Only fire
training activities are known to have occurred at this location. The elevated
metal concentrations in the groundwater may be sample collection method
related, and not characteristic of the site. Unfiltered samples collected at
this site were high in suspended solids and may have led to artificially high
metal concentrations. Also reference response 16 for additional details.

On paa 41, r&ble 4-1. presents the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

(USEPA) stn44a, clieria, arid guidance. A iinilar tsblo i needed to
EhQW the Standerd and Public Drinking Water
Standards. omp&ria& are needed throughout tb RI report to show ho.,
the detectad ntai4nt concentrations compare to the State standsxda.

AFRES Response 23: Missouri water quality tables will be added.

On page 42, Section 3ite 9 Oil Saturated Area, th petroleu.rt
hydrocarbon QncQntr*tion5 (670 to 3800 mg/kg)exceed MDtR cleanup level

o 200 ppm. Additionally, the load
(169-343 uigIk) in taca goi2. axnples exceeds in some instances W0I -

arty-use 3.evgj, £ntsoiiof 238 ppm.

AFRES Response 24: Site was cleaned up 2 APR 92. Twenty—nine cubic yards of
soil (special waste) were removed and hauled to a permitted landfill. The
closure report states the highest detected concentrations (past & present) at
the site are 53 ppm TPH and 21 ppm Pb. Analytical results confirm site
restoration.
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On page 44 Sectj.on 4O3, Site 10, H&ardous Wat* Dtwn Storage Area, th
r1itive1y hi;h cricersttons of petrol.uxn hydrocarbons (1900 mg/kg)
repo;ted in gQi1 fr the area directly outside the northern encelth
s.xcead MDNR dlaup iavl of ZOO ppm for total pet.rolewn
hydrocarbons.. In th4 same paragraph, are the aurf ace water samplss
inentionad ino2uddd iz the RI as a rQfererlce? It would be helpful to
prosnt e.ther a in44r*r or coperidium of past data which ii used to

support itat ntsn in thc RI.

AFRES Response 25: Site was cleaned up 2 APR 92. Fifteen cubic yards of soil
(special waste) were removed and hauled to a permitted landfill. The closure
report states the highest detected concentrations at the site are now 15 ppm
TPH and 17 ppm Pb. Analytical results confirm site restoration. Additional
data requested can be obtained from the study entitled Installation
Restoration Program, Phase II Confirmation/Quantification. Stage 2 provided to
your office July 1988. In summary, no surface water contamination was
detected.

On pages 44 and 45, tion 4.04, Sits 12, POL Storage Yard, it should
again be notef t1stt t T?H clcanup levol of 200 ppm in soil is gxceeded
signiticantly at thi$ acation. In th Last sentence, page 44, it should
be noted that tha conc'.sntratiøn of 1.25 mg/kg found in the
subsurface soil Bampjirom otftside building 953 o,cceds the cleanup levQl
of 1 ppm tsil1éhød f4 benen', A previous comment addrosaed the
cozttaminant oul i4a groundwt.or at t.his site.

AFRES Response 26: Remedial action is expected and has been planned for at
this site. The cleanup goals mentioned are only legally applicable to
underground storage tanks (UST) regulated by Missouri law. Since no USTs
exist at this CERCLA site, the Missouri UST regulation is classified as- a "to
be considered" when remedial action is selected from the Feasibility Study.

On page 51, Stctfton .O2.1, Toxicological Prof ile of Irtdicator Compound8,
this section shotild csxpirnded to include barium and chromium, since
theae contan been found in groundwater Bamp.os.

AFRES Response 27: Barium and chromium were included as indicator compounds
in the Risk Assessment and added to the toxicological profiles section.



4',
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

AIR FORCE RESERVE

On page 71, StLitt 3.3.2, Sito 9, Oil Saturated Area, the t..ext

contzadicts '4i 5$n agct 68. The first Lutenent atate "Thn

complete expøur atttay identificd itt. the OL] Satute4 Aroa wete
direct contac jd aJi Tb1c 5-1 shou that the air exposure )4thWay is
incomplete.

AFRES Response 28: The text is correct. Table 5—1 was corrected to show that
the air exposure pathway is complete for the Oil Saturated Area site.

n page 92, (s). 1in 4, th word "thirty" i ztiaspe1ld boyond
recogn it ion.

AFRES Response 29: Spelling of "thirty" is now recognizable.

On pagei 93 and 94, t4ic uinmary and concl14sio16 noed. to be re-uvaLti6ted in
terms of l'WOi any-u .vQLs in &oil and wgtor. Jarticu1arly, the.
groundwater contanina4on should not be written oft, because upgradient
and down gradnt optation of individual sites do not 4iffer
significant3.y '1he Ri,eda to eva1uatc the impact thQ various itea may
have had on t g uiter on a morc widespread baaii

AFRES Response 30: A supplemental RI/FS is enclosed to address the
groundwater shortcomings of this report. The supplemental RI/FS is correct in
the event the first phase RI/FS contradicts the supplemental RI/FS.
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Air Force Reserve Response to General MDOH comments
on the Richards—Gebaur AFB MO

Draft Remedial Investigation for
North Burn Pit, FTOO2

Oil Saturated Area, SSOO3
Hazardous Waste Drum Storage, SSOO4

POL Storage Yard, STOO5

MDOR had cgvrtta app44able to the etitirq RI for Sites 6, , 10, and i.Z.
Wh ra they ha1 sqi specific to one site, thQ&e wets noted.

AFRES Response 1: Comment acknowledged.

MDOII does not feøi tht the 200 to 290 parts pr bili.Ion (ppb) lead

present in taken at Sitas 6 and 12 ro background.
Th RI states; that t two sites are not the source of the matal to the
Srottndwatur, be jag gradiant and downgradient concentrations do not
diEar sigtictl Xt is much more plausible to attribute the metals
to on-site ac4eu. It is; posiiibia that the metal conta.su&nation
reprenta a mor t44praad problem which cannot be attributad solely to
n* site on bue.
AFRES Response 2: Refer to MDNR's RI response 16 for clarification on
inorganic results. The supplemental RI validates response 16 with analytic
data, and provides a more definitive/supportable conclusion on background
levels.

MDOH is cOrtcQrned tht the RI ggeL that it s appropriate not to
c]. anup oent4xinatedg-round-water, because there are "no potential
groundwater ser inthe vicinity or the aite,u It is also inappropriate
not to pr.scn.t risk *essment for incomplete pathways. The RI should
contain, at a miti4,.a -qualitat.iv risk a emctit for potential

exposures. Th tat44 t'fieaouri hzs no guarantee thc United States
Airforca will owt tli site in perpetulty Portions of the base have
airesdy been o4.toQ,thar ent.ities. Future sales cou)d reu1t in

significant iwai oauze through tha development of private or conmturtity
water s;upplyweU.s. Such weIl already exJst in developed rca around
the site, The ae s located j a dasirable area and would be expected
to bs dQveloed ui4ly. Pro)angd exposure to grouzdvater at the site

could result in dva heilLli effects and increased cancer risks.
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AFRES Response 3: The assertion that groundwater is contaminated cannot be
made based on data in the first phase RI. This was borne out in the second
phase of sampling in the supplemental RI/FS. The State of Missouri is
guaranteed (via the Base Closure Act) that the property will be restored
environmentally prior to transfer of federal property to state jurisdiction.
Each deed will contain this certification. Other commentary is the
responsibility of the Kansas City Base Re—use Committee, and is not
addressable within the scope of this study. It should be noted that the Air
Force Reserve does not own the runway, and currently private air cargo flights
comprise the bulk of airport operations. Development is expected to center
around the air cargo freight industry, not residential use.

tfDOH klo had severa' conents about the oi1 wnp11n t th sit.s.
irst the R used soil concentrslions to ca ulatc exposure by
direct contat. 1f exposcd individuals pcnd m<re tlmQ ir highly
contaminated areas t.gt apecLed) their oxpeue co]d be higher than the
RI prRdct.s. This L particularly true of the sail samp3s £ron Site 12,
the POL Stor,ge Whitch wr not analyzed dus to the srcng odor of
jet fuel. Using v4 Q:e highest reported concentration froz this urea
may have undére5timakd thR exposure occurring. Seconds the caløulated
xposuree doLnoteon i4ur multiple expourus by onct ndividual4 The same
individual. 4uld pot p)y bo exposed to more than one situ. if the
cancer riBs tfr-o ax Gure to Sites 6, Q aid 12 wrc summed, th result
would b a lAfattme 1ek of at lesst 10°. Th RI 1iould rciflcct this
possibility as well the potential, for increased exposure if land tige
changes occur,

AFRES Response 4: The Risk Assessment was revised based on mean
concentrations and maximum concentrations in order to better evaluate all
possible exposures. The Risk Assessment was revised for multiple expoures
from all four sites; however, it should be noted that simultaneous site
exposure is not probable for most pathways due to scattered locations of the
sites; hence, the risk would not be additive in this instance.
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In order for tWOl to fu.lly assess tho public health risc at this site,
additiona' a ]ytice.•data is needed, For instnce aol £wuple I8Q/8
contained thrte unnwn compounds at oncq.ntvatiorts of 32, 6.8, and 8.4

ppm. These qoncantr dori are high.enough thet idrntification shottid be
made, rogardesa4oi *ther or not. they are priority pollutanta. In
addition, water Awp$ cllected from the site continod as many at seven
unknown vo1atile aconcentrations as high as 150 parts per billion (ppb)
and as many 45 svanen euijvo1ati1es at concentrations a high am 310
ppb. Numerous sxpl4 also had elevated detection limits due to matrix
interference, Lnal1y, numerous aemplas were identified a containing
1 boratory contaminactm. Some samp3.e5were reported to contain as many *
aix laboratozy contaxitants. Other samples were reported to contain lab
contaminants as tigha 1.6 pptn bt(2-ethy1heXy1)phth8l9tQ. Results
such as these raLs 4uest-ions about the validity of the data. Additional

analytical data *hou,d be collected to rQduce the uncatainty fnvolved in

determining Current *nd potential exposures. Additional sampling should
also includ xnp1inor PARs st qch of the sito3.
AFRES Response 5: It is standard procedure in all laboratories to tentatively
identify compounds. All analytical methods have their limitations, and due to
background "noise" these organics could not be identified beyond a technicians
best guess. The data set is valid since the quality control standards were
not exceeded and State—approved laboratory procedures were followed.
Therefore, AFRES disagrees with the commenter's premise and conclusions
drawn. For additional information on this topic, please refer to USEPA
guidance on CLP tentatively identified compound procedures.

As a Seneral. com ntstor all, three docuients, the Stateta geology
division noted tht nn of them addrosmed 1he numerous abandoned oil and
gas wells in the reaf Twse wells were closed in the late 1930's using

techniques that tdaywuld be considered totally inadequate. Although
none of th.se.we3L apaar to be loqated in close proximity to the iitea
included, in tea epts, they could be considered as potential pathways
fr conta.ina.nt ;44,zt ?lease see the enclosed map.

AFRES Response 6: The Air Force Reserve appreciates the oil & gas well map
submitted with MDNR comments. However, the hydraulic gradient at the
Richards—Gebaur AFB sites flows away from this well field, and the vertical
pathways provided by the abandoned wells do not intercept potential site
contaminant pathways.
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Air Force Reserve Response to MDOH comments
on the Richards—Gebaur AFB MO

Draft Remedial Investigation for the
POL Storage Yard, STOO5
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Tha Departmens Labc4tory Services l'rogram (LSP) etablihea cleanup
levels for .tot.i'l t,1eum hydvocnrbons since they adminieter the Statc's
Leaking Undergroqnd .pae Tank ?rogratn. LSI has &blished the
following clezp lev cir the petroleum contaminated oi) at. the
Richarda-Gabattr Atr Fpre ase TJ'H - 200 ppm, bengeno - 1 ppra, to)-uanc

5 ppm, ethyibnene -Q ppm, nd xylenes - 10 ppm. The State has the
authority to puru c9nup whenever at cast 50 gallons of petroleum
product has bnspilet1. This aut.hority can be found in the USpill
bill", 20.5QD o' theI1azordou Wat.e Hangemnnt L. These claanup
3,evela are app1ic.ablo to ll sites t the base which have TPI zid BTEX
oontaminRt Ofl.

AFRES Response 1: The cleanup levels referred to here are over and above the
risk—based levels defined in this CERCLA investigation. Missouri Hazardous
Waste Law, Title 16, Part 260.480.2(6), allows for the financing of the
non—federal (non—CERCLA) share of cleanup. Should the Air Force Reserve
interpret this comment to mean MDNR will fund the non—federal share of cleanup
at this site if MDNR establishes cleanup levels more stringent than the
risk—based levels? The levels noted in this comment indicate MDNR will fund
at least 90 percent of the cleanup at this site. Pursuant to the Missouri
Hazardous Waste Law, Title 16, Part 260.375(16), the Air Force Reserve
officially requests MDNR for assistance in locating/establishing these
standards. Are these standards promulgated lAW Title 16, Part 260.370(4)? If
not; in what stage of promulgation are they?

Specifically, fey it t2, the Uniled States Airforce Base i considering
a clenni.ip only ix% the roa to be af footed the upgrade of the Petroaw
Storage Area, P4rti4 ó1anups tend 1-a gt lost In the shuffle af
changing paronnel an1 situations. Also, the project cannot be oertifed
as complete until ally the contalnition 1a been ddrasud, Whila an
incomplete ov phistid omplete i not. necessatily illegal or improper, it
is not the Stte's ?rcticc to advise the oi.ueuup of partial contaminant

plumes. WhI1 t3%e sop. La fairly impervious, the conlaniinants will

migrate to acme extan in clean backfill every time it raina, To nUnimize
tigr&tion, an prmable barrier could be used; however, it should be
open to the bottom s es not to trap normal rainfall in any new backfill
that might be. litwd. barrier which could be used is heavy plastic
sheeting. L5 ooaee in-situ reuiediation options, s opposed to
excavation ai4 t.xtpvi. T1eau options should be evaluated, if they have
not already been .cnicrd.
AFRES Response 2: The POL upgrade has been cancelled due to base closure.
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Enc.osd for 'our r fiiesQ La the C1aai-Up Asscnent for thQ

Rtch&rd-Cebar Ajtce 5age, MDOH ha gLablis1ied at1yu5e lcve2. for
the contaming afou4 in. soil end uatr. )WOH has deLermined vhat a
ha1th threet hbaaed on tha dtta providnd in the RI. Lead,
chromium1 buzsne. at4hy1enQ chloride, and biB(2-ethylhexyl)phtha3.atc are
pr nc in g un4atç at cncentatiOn abova MDOH any-u vcl, SoU
aanples contiiind o teed and P&Ha above MDO any-use 1gVeLS. MDOH

conci.u4ed tet .d4ita1 aamplLng should be performed to determina the
ext nt o rAlt coñt.amn lirn in soil, the extant of groundwater
contaxninatiorj i44, gnd to better ch.racterize tha petolu
hydrocarbons Ln Oi1 thd groundwater st the site.

AFRES Response 3: Refer to MDNR's RI comment and response 12 for
clarification on "any use" levels. Refer to MDNR's RI comment and response
16 for clarification on inorganic results. MDOH concerns were addressed in
the supplemental groundwater Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study.

Richards—Cebaur AFB Cleanup Assessment, 16 Aug 90. [Not Attached]

AFRES Response 4: A second round of sampling in the supplemental RI/FS
confirms sample collection methology of the first phase RI/FS caused
groundwater samples to be unrepresenative of site conditions. Based on data
in the supplemental RI/FS, the only exceedance of MDOH "any use levels" was in
a single surface sample at the North Burn Pit. However, MDOH is in
disagreement with USEPA on the risk posed by lead in soil which would classify
the North Burn Pit as having acceptable risk. The Air Force Reserve therefore
disagrees with MDOH's assessment.


